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Francois Heisbourg on '

NATO defense strategy !

At 35, Francois Heisbourg
established as one of West
Europe’s principal defense
thinkers and planners. France’s
FAR — Force d’Action Rapide —
was his own brainchild while he
worked as international affairs i
adviser to Charles Hernu, the
French defense minister.

This 47,000-man rapid deploymen
force is now operational.

Mr. Heisbourg has long been
familiar with the United States.
The son of a French diplomat, he
was educated at the French Lycee
in Washington, graduated from
the Institut d’Etudes Politiques in
Paris and went on to the Ecole

is well - |

Nationale d’Administration, the
key to success in French public
life. By the time he was 28, he was
already deputy head of economic
affairs at the Foreign Ministry.
Before he was 30, he was promotec
to the ministry’s policy planning
council. After the Socialists

won the elections in 1981, Mr,
Hernu selected him as the civil
service’s outstanding “comer” and
made him his principal foreign
affairs advisor.

His first book — which he wrote
on weekends — was “Emiliano
Zapata and the Mexican Rev-
olution” (1978). He resigned from
he Defense Mininstry last sum-
ner.to become vice president

n charge of international affairs ai

"hompson-International, Europe’s
argest military electronics group.

Veteran international corre- '
pondent Arnaud de Borchgrave
nterviewed Mr. Heisbourg on
Dentente Round Two” and its
mpact on the alliance.
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N Q: Can America’s adversaries
believe in U.S. resolve when Con-
gress won'’t even grant the admin-
istration’s $21 million request to
fund the Contras in Nicaragua?
What does a $300 billion defense
budget mean in that context?

A: A good but difficult question.
The Europeans note there’s no
bipartisan policy. Central America »
is far from Europe — not a tradi-
tional area of concern to Euro-
peans. It is very close to the heart
of U.S. interests yet many
prominent Americans don't see it
that way. The equivalent for us
would be sub-Saharan Africa. .
France has intervened militarily
there several times in recent -
years. There has-always been mul-

tipartisan backing — with the
exception of the Communists —
for what political opinion sees as
vital European interests.

* -Q: But isn’t France the last
country in Europe with a mul-
tipartisan defense policy?

A: We are the last country _
about which that can be said. What |
surprises Europeans about Cen-
tral America is that a) there is no
real consensus in your body politic
— the bipartisan Kissinger Com-
mission report notwithstanding —
about your vital interests and
how they should be dealt with, and
b) that things that normally should
not be seen are spread all over
your front pages and TV pro- . -
grams.. . - .

There is no need to write a CIA
field manual to teach guerrillas

rand would have said, it’s worse .
than a crime; it's a mistake.
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U.S. defense cuts worry French expert

" Francois Hefsbburg on
NATO defense strategy

At 35, Francois Heisbourg is well
established as one of West
Europe’s principal defense
thinkers and planners. France’s
FAR — Force d’Action Rapide —
was his own brainchild while he
worked as international affairs
adviser to Charles Hernu, the
French defense minister.

This 47,000-man rapid deploymem
Jorce is now operational.

Mr. Heisbourg has long been
Jamiliar wjth the United States.
The son of a French diplomat, he
was educated at the-French Lycee
in Washington, graduated from
the Institut d’Etudes Politiques in
Paris and went on to the Ecole
Nationale d’Administration, the
key to success in French public
life. By the time he was 28, he was
already deputy head of economic
affairs at the Foreign Ministry.
Before he was 30, he was promotec
to the ministry’s policy planning
council. After the Socialists
won the elections in 1981, Mr.
Hernu selected him as the civil
service's outstanding “comer” and
made him his principal foreign
affairs advisor.

His first book — which he wrote
on weekends — was “Emiliano
Zapata and the Mexican Rev-
olution” (1978). He resigned from
the Defense Mininstry last sum-
mer to become vice president
in charge of international affairs ai
Thompson-International, Europe’s
largest military electronics group.

Veteran international corre-
spondent Arnaud de Borchgrave

interviewed Mr. Heisbourg on
“Dentente Round Two” and its
impact on the alliance.

Q: Armand Hammer, who has
enjoyed a special relationship with
successive Soviet leaders since
Lenin and who told us after a trip
to Moscow in early 1980 that the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
would be only a brief police
action, now says after a long, pri-

vate chat with President Cher-
nenko, that if we pledge non-first
use of nuclear weapons, the way
will be open to a new era of
detente. How do you interpret this
latest message?

A: The Soviets have been push-
ing this gambit for years and
years. There’s no way one could
verify such a pledge in advance,
and the only way to prove that
you're not respecting your pledge
is in actual warfare. So it’s a
measure that has no concrete mili-
tary effect per se.

On the other hand, non-first use
is a psychologically disarming,
disabling measure. We have public
opinion in Western democracies
that could attempt to force upon us
unilateral modifications in force
levels following a non-first use
pledge. Such pressures do not
exist on the Eastern side.

So it’s a trap. And if we swallow
Mr. Hammer’s recipe for detente,
we will have dealt ourselves a
grave strategic setback. Public
opinion sees this gimmick as
harmless cosmetics for detente;
experts know better.

Q: In the early *70s, when Pres-
ident Nixon and Brezhnev
launched Detente I, the two super-
powers agreed that rough nuclear
parity had been acheived. SALT
I, the ABM Treaty and a score of
other bilateral agreements
were signed on the basis of parity.

Then in ‘78, shortly after final

defeat in Vietnam, President Ford '

and Brezhnev, along with 30-odd
European heads of state and gov-
ernment, signed the Helsinki
accords on European security. As
everyone hailed yet another new
era of detente, the Soviets began
secretly manufacturing the SS-20
missile that same year. A few
weeks after Helsinki they also
began deploying Cuban proxy
troops in Africa.

Starting in 1977, the new SS-20s
were deployed at the rate of
one per week, principally targeted
against Western Europe. This
arsenal now stands at 387 [each
with three warheads] and they are

—

building sites for at least 100
more. Was all this an attempt to
change nuclear parity into superi-
ority, as they tried to find a short-
cut to parity by putting missiles
into Cuba in ’62?

A: Politically and strategically,
the SS-20s changed the balance of
nuclear power in Europe which, by
definition, means the world bal-
ance of power. ‘

The aim was to decouple the
Western alliance. The SS-20s can-
not hit the lower 48 states of the
United States, but they can
destroy all of Western ‘Europe,
botlg its military assets and pop-
ulation centers. By weakening the
security of Europe, the Soviets
were hoping to achieve a

major shift in the global corre-
lation of forces in their favor
by changing the European
balance of power.

Q: The NATO response
was to deploy 572 Per-
shing IIs and cruise
missiles. Do you think a new
Soviet peace offensive, a new
detente, will derail this deploy-
ment before it’s completed, with
countries like Belgium and Hol-
land changing their minds?

A: That is a great danger. The
new so-called peace offensive
may very well have the effect of
fyeezmg Belgian and Dutch inten-
tions. This could be the first
Spvxet wedge into the deployment
countries’ front.

The Soviets will also doubtless
try to obtain a withdrawal of some
of the Pershing and cruise mis-
siles already deployed. At the very
leasp, tl_ley will insist on a freeze.
Their first objective will be to get
the Belgians and the Dutch to deal
themselves out of the game. .

Q: For the first three years of
the Reagan administration, the
Soviets and their assets convinced
tens of millions, on both sides of
the Atlantic, that we were on
the brink of a global nuclear holo-
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existence, including the automatic
aspects of mutual defense under
NATO. .

Q: What credibility does the
United States have if it cannot
threaten limited military action
without first conducting a public
opinion poll?

A: In France we say one must
not confuse democracy with
demoscopy — the art of photo-
graphing public opinion through
scientific polls.

Limited actions or wars can
never be guaranteed to be popular.
It is up to the political leadership

to convince and lead public opin-
.ion. If we now have to take
someone’s temperature in order to
save life elsewhere, then we are
not talking about democracy, but
anarchy. .

Q: But don’t these new caveats
mean that even the threat of mili-
tary action is no longer credible as
a foreign policy tool?

A: In a sense, the War Powers
Act already has that effect, and
Weinberger is not really innovat-
ing. U.S. hands are already tied by
Congress. -

Q: The notion is now about that
the first four years of the Reagan
administration were devoted to
rebuilding America’s military )
power and credibility and resolve
and that the United States can now
negotiate detente from strength.
Agree? ‘

A: In political terms, yes. The
restoration of the nuclear balance
of forces in Europe certainly cre-
ates the conditions for renewed
dialogue — leading right out of the
one the Soviets broke off unilater-
ally last eyar.

Militarily, if you draw the bal-
ance sheet, when we Europeans
take the long view, we see that the
United States reduced military
spending by about 30 percent in
real terms during the '70s, that it
has made up part of that decline
since 1980, but certainly not all of
it.

. The European allies, on the
other hand, increased their real
spending by 30 percent during the
'70s, while the United States was
going down, and they have contin-
ued to increase defense expendi-
tures at a slow but steady rate
since 1980. So in military terms,
we don’t have the impressions that
the United States has demon-
strated such a high degree

of resolve as some seem to believe.

Q: Can America’s adversaries
believe in U.S. resolve when Con-
gress won’t even grant the admin-
istration’s $21 million request to
fund the Contras in Nicaragua?

What does a $300 billion defense
budget mean in that context?

A: A good but difficult question.
The Europeans note there’s no
bipartisan policy. Central America
is far from Europe — not a tradi-
tional area of concern to Euro-
peans. It is very close to the heart
of U.S.'interests yet many '
prominent Americans don’t see it
that way. The equivalent for us
would be sub-Saharan Africa.
France has intervened militarily
there several times in recent
years. There has always been mul-
tipartisan backing — with the
exception of the Communists —
for what political opinion sees as
vital European interests.

Q: But isn’t France the last
country in Europe with a mul-
tipartisan defense policy?

A: We are the last country
about which that can be said. What
surprises Europeans about Cen-
tral America is that a) there is no
real consensus in your body politic
— the bipartisan Kissinger Com-
mission report notwithstanding —
about your vital interests and
how they should be dealt with, and
b) that things that normally should
not be seen are spread all over
your front pages and TV pro-
grams.

There is no need to write a CIA
field manual to teach guerrillas
unconventional warfare. As Talley-
rand would have said, it’s worse
than a crime; it’s a mistake.

Q: How important is ET — the
emerging non-nuclear technol-
ogies, such as Precision-Guided
Munitions [PGM] — for Europe’s
defense, and can allied countries
afford them?

A: Emerging technologies are
crucial. The ET label is unfortu-
nate in that it conveys something
exotic and out-of-reach — a sort of
“star wars” fantasy. But these
new technologies already exist,
and the European defense indus-
try is extraordinarily strong in
such fields as sensor technology,
miniaturization, information mic-
roprocessing capability, inte-
grated battlefield communications
systems, etc.

From a U.S. perspective, the
Europeans have a surprising
advantage in presently fielded
combat control and communica-
tions systems. The French and
Belgian armies today are the only
ones in the West to have them
operational. )

Q: So how can other forces in
West Germany, such as German,
American and British, communi-
cate with those that have moved to
the next generation of microp-
rocessed communications? Are

they compatible?

A: That is a question which the
U.S. Army has posed, and its con-
clusion has been to acquire a simi-
lar system.

Q: How does ET affect the
nuclear threshold?

A: There’s been a lot of ink on
that one. If conventional technol-
ogy can do the job that was mili-
tarily assigned to battlefield
nuclear weapons in the integrated
NATO doctrine, then so much the
better. There’s no problem on this
score for France as the French
have never considered tactical
nuclear weapons as a substitute
for conventional firepower on the
battlefield. ‘

That’s why we call them “pre-
strategic” rather than tactical
nuclear weapons, as their use
clearly would escalate the conflict
into nuclear war, which is unac-
ceptable.

So if NATO is moving toward a
doctrine where frontline battle-
field nuclear weapors can be
replaced by very precise conven-
tional weapons, then the nuclear
threshold will be that much
higher. The risk of nuclear war
would be greatly reduced.

Q: The Nunn resolution, which
was defeated in the Senate, called
for the phasing out of U.S.
ground forces from Europe unless
the Europeans do more for their
own defense. What impact would
that have if it were to come up
again and be approved — accom-
modation with the Soviets under
the guise of a new European secu-
rity treaty, or a closing of ranks
and military unification to pick up
the slack?

A: Coming from Sen. Sam Nunn,
a staunch advocate of a strong
NATO and a widely respected
defense authority, the message
was received loud and clear and
had a positive military impact —
e.g., the $7.5 billion just approved
to improve NATO infrastructure
and readiness. The medium in this
case was indeed the message. If it
had come from a neo-isolationist,
the effect would have been dev-
astatingly counter-productive.

But even with the Nunn res-
olution, there has been an element
of political overkill. What the
Germans have to say about it is not
all that friendly. It encourages
those who look for their salvation
in the new security arrangements
with Eastern neighbors. So the
Nunn blockbuster, as it were,
should not be used twice because
then it would start creating more
political damage than can be use-
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fully offset by any positive mili-
tary impact.

Q: Lewis Lehrman; a
Republican hopeful for 1988, says
the United Stases now-largely pro-
vides for the defense of Westeen
Europe and the time is at hand for.
a European Défense Union to'
come togather in a united defense
effort — a much more.substantial
financial-effort, that would allow
the United States to redmoe - -
gradually defense expenditures
abroad, as the European- allies
built up theirs — and that the.
United States could then better
protect, through.SD], the Western
Hemisphere and Western
Eurepe. Fact or faney?

A: Strictly theory. Western
Europe already spends a great
deal on defense: France spends 4
percent of GNP on-the military —
with a conscripted army to boot. If
you added:the cost of a volunteer
army, France would be over S
percent. This isn’t too:far frem the
7 percent of GNP for America,
which is, after all, a superpower.
And if Congress opts for a total
defense freeze as advocated
by Sen. Goldwater, then France
would be considerably ahead of
the:United States.’

Western Europe is not a super-
power amd:cannotbecome-one
through congressional reolutions.
Moreover, SD¥T does not-exigt:
Europeans, like many:-Americans,
are extraordinarily skeptical
about the.possibilities.of it-ever
becoming-operational, certainly
not: for the:rest of this centary.

The United States cannot -
shed its own very special respon-
sibilities as.the werld’s only
countervailing power. Virtually
every area of the world is strate-

gic for the United States, from-the

North Cape to the Capeof. Good
Hope, from the Panama.Canal to
the Persian Gulf. Europe, on the
other hand, is composed:of:a num-
ber of medium-size countries
which-are not global powers, even
if some, like France, have interests
outside the NATO theater. .
We have been working very
hard to revitalize the Western
European Union, but if we go too
far too fast, we would only antago+
nize the United States by convey-
ing the impression of a.
competitive global power center.
One cannot base strategic
assumptions on nen-existent com-
ponent$ — and SDI is just such a
component. This is not to say that
R&D for SDI shouldn’t be pursued
vigorously — if only to be quite
sure that.in the event.of a Soviet
breakthrough. the United

Smm wouldn’t be left mthm
lurch, subject to ‘
blackmail. But there's a vast dif-
ference between a technological
watchdog stance and enteringan:
all-embraeing system; whickris
apparently the objective-giventhe:
$26 billion requested for RAD .
alone over five years..

Q: But: that seems to.be-a-nows
starter under Goldwater’s:

. A: Ourhope is that suclefunds:,
would be spent orrR&B withiappii-
cations that: aredmiy-nhnnt
to the balance of forces in the
world:today, rather thanon:
schemes that elicit more skapti-
cism than hope.

Q:C3L1s the-lasest ET jangnn:.
for Command, Contrel, Cimmmuni»-
cation; Inteliigence: It refovsto.
very-htgh-smdunm

technology, whichiwiikb
from. :mmmaw
a micron.[one thousandtinof amil:
limeter] by the-endof thisdee
increase:a hundredfelddm10:
years. What does all this-transinte
to in practical combat termesi

A: The ET debate is fascinnting:
because-for many peopie; includ.
ing the learned defense-academ
ics, it means having-new-fangied.
and very costly weapons ta.
replace older weapons. Batthats:
not what it’s about.

ET; linkedas it it thibeninis.-
turization and the interconnesting:.
of information-processingrcap~-
abilities, can-have a-tremesdons:.
forcesmuitiplying.effect.onemists:
ing:weapons:

In:France, we:have:speat:tires
equivalent of the cost:of 10 Taniie:
tesequip.each armored:disision:
[with.300-plustanka} withya:.batghe.
field: communications systea:that:
has increased.their -effectivensas:
by a:ratio:of 1.5 to.2. Thisdsaaery:;
cost-effective solution: Anothesr
way is to plug.into.existingsys--
tems new:information-processing::
capability.

Takean-old Soo—pound.imn
bomb and screw onto.it a:senseror:
a laser-guided device.andiyou.
have a terminally-guidable weappm:.
which:is 50 or 100 times'mare:

effective than.it was before. The:
same goes for combas ainoraft:
The Mirage IVs were builtin-the-
late ’50s as were the B+52% in;the:
United States. Their effectiveness:
has beemmultlphed ‘several
times in their lifetime with con-
stant retrofits of electroni¢-.coun-
termeasures, navxgauon aids and:
so forth. Wlthout major-cast-
expenditures, they are-much-muare-
capabtesystems:

Q: The new NATO doctrine is..

witinvistually: mo early wmng.
fromy.apeave posture-to.full war:
footing:. Any warning wentight get
would beexceedingly short and'
deliberately ambiguous:

This places a great. deat-of
importense.on-1) similar-deep:
attachk: reupmcapabllm onthe.

Westemn side; whiclris irdeed-hap
manw rapldl.y chpa'
mmmgg?om d'Re-

tionRipide{ PART, in-a.constamt:
state:of alsrs to: fase.a bolt-out+ef-
the-bliter situasion..

Ay'Western'Earope-doesnot:
hawe gasgraphical:depth: Our stras
tegicreanisthe United:States:.
THatls winxthe defénse of the.two:
bly:intertwined: And:those who
tatit of assparate-Erropean
defense systenrdon’t know-what
they'retalking.about. Only the:
Adantivialliancesprovides:
creditiility:

TheBhopal catastrophy killed:
more than-2,000 Indians with a.
chemical byproduat or pesticide
— whieh:brings us to chemical
warfare: We:do.not consider these
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easy-to-make chemical weapons
conventional.

The Soviets do, and most of
their units are equipped and
trained to wage chemical warfare
— both offensive and defensive
capabilities. This poses a direct
challenge to our forces that until
now has not really been
addressed. Bhopal shows that it’s
high time we did some serious
thinking about the problem — the
gray area between conventional
and nuclear warfare.

NATO doctrine today is to
respond to a chemical attack with
tactical nuclear weapons. I do
not believe that would be a proper
response.

Q: What is the general Euro-
pean view of SDI — a triple or
quadruple canopy, non-nuclear
missile defense? If each tier
or layer is designed to intercept 90
percent of incoming missiles, the
last barrier should, in theory,
allow less than one to land [8,000 x
0.1 to the power of four). If it
existed today, wouldn’t it enhance
overall Western security or, as
critics argue, would it decouple
the alliance?

A: Assuming that it would work
against ballistic missiles, I'm not
sure the Europeans would find it
all that relevant. :

We are not only under the threat
of hundreds of Soviet missiles, but
also thousands of nuclear-capable
aircraft. We've been trying to
shoot down aircraft for 70 years
and we’ve got better and better at
it, but the aircraft builders are
also getting better and better at
getting through air defenses.

So the nuclear threat

against Europe would not go away

even if SDI became 100 percent
effective both for the United States
and Western Europe. You'd still
have to face cruise missiles,
fighter-bombers and all sorts of
other nuclear vectors.

What surprises Europeans is
that in Europe we’ve been paying a
great deal of attention to the air-
defense threat — installing the
Hawk missile system, replacing
the Nike Hercules by the Patriots,
developing our own successor to
Hawk, and so forth. We also have
hundreds of interceptor aircraft.

The United States, by contrast,
practically has no air defense — a
few hundred aging aircraft and a
few anti-aircraft missile batteries.
The Soviets are moving toward
sea-launched cruise missiles and
the air-launched cruise from
Blackjack long-range bombers,
against which the United States is
virtually defenseless.

SDI, even if it existed and were
operational, wouldn’t-plug that
gaping hole in America’s defenses.

The problem I have is that we
have to reason within real time
frames. Would SDI decouple the
alliance? Not necessarily. America
was invulnerable in the ’50s, and
Europe felt very secure. So if
America became invulnerable
again through SDIJ, it does not fol-
low that Europe goes its own
neutral way.

The fact is that SDI does not
exist, won’t exist as far as anyone
can peer into the future, and yet
strategic thinking is beginning to
assume its existence. That in itself
can have a decoupling effect —
especially if most of your military
R&D money goes into SDI
research, funds that would be bet-
ter spent reinforcing the conven-
tional capabilities of the alliance.

Q: And yet a non-nuclear
defense system on a space-based
platform seems to be Moscow’s
principal concern. Why? They
started a crash research program
in space-based laser or high
energy beams some 15 years ago.
Does their concern stem from the
feeling they are being overtaken
by the United States?

A: Two principal concerns. The
first is the mirror-image syn-
drome, as it were. Soviet leaders
feel they have to keep up if they
want to maintain their global
credibility. Space is the new high
ground. The Soviets have admit-
tedly done a lot of research in this
field but if one looks at the out-
ward signs of any results, such as
tests, one does not get the impres-
sion that they have gotten very far.
U.S. tests, on the other hand, such
as the Minuteman intercept by a
non-nuclear projectile, are most

impressive and have clearly
shaken the Soviets.

We should be very prudent in
trying to assess the scope of com-
parable capabilities on the Soviet
side. So far nothing has been
detected that begins to match the
Americans. I would recommend
an ongoing R&D effort as insur-
ance against an incipient
Soviet breakthrough.

That is quite different from say-
ing the Soviets have already
launched a “star wars’ program
and the United States is only fol-
lowing.

The Soviets’ second object of
preoccupation — as I guess it
would be for the Americans — is
that all of this is going to cost tre-
mendous amounts of money. The
Soviets cannot afford it, but politi-
cally they can extract it much
more easily than the U.S. admin-

istration can obtain the funding
from Congress.

There’s no David Stockman run-
ning around the corridors of the
Kremlin telling Defense Minister
Ustinov that he’s going to have to
take major cuts because entitle-
ment programs can't be squeezed
any further. In fact, it’s probably
the reverse that is happening.

And if one looks at Pravda, a
recent editorial warned that if
“star wars” went ahead, more
offensive ICBMs were going to
have to be added on to existing
stockpiles so as to make sure that
they could overcome any kind of
space barrier put up by the United
States. :

The Soviets don'’t like spending
money any more than we Western-
ers do. They want to win at the
lowest possible cost. But in real
life, we do have negative sum sit-
uations, and SDI looks like just
a situation for both sides.

Q: The Western European
defense concensus is deeply frac-
tured. The alternative govern-
ments in the United Kingdom
[Labor, Social Democrats, Liberal]
and in West Germany [Socialists
and Greens} would mean a hybrid
pacifist/neutralist Western
Europe, nuclear-free zones, etc..
Wouldn't that mean the end of
NATO through electoral means?

A: We can only hope that the
still large body of responsible peo-
ple in the West German SPD will
be able to keep things under
control.

When I talk to my SPD friends I
tell them it’s not because circum-
stances are difficult that you
shouid adopt the attitude “We are
your leaders hence we follow you.”
Those who take the ungainly pos-
ture of the proverbial ostrich usu-
ally get kicked in the most obvious
place.

The French Socialists at the
beginning of the *70s had prob-
lems with nuclear deterrence, but
a small number of determined
people who decided to think it
through turned the party around
to a coherent, sensible defense
policy. My fearless forecast is that
the same thing will happen in the
SPD.

Q: Why isn’t France affected by
the same pacifist trends so prev-
alent in Germany and Britain? In
terms of defense, French Social-
ists, if anything, have proved to be
more effective in pushing for the
deployment of Euromissiles than
their conservative predecessors.

A: There is a great deal of sta-
bility in France when it comes to
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Shuttle links up to national security mission

News blackout signals US
spaceflight turning point

By Robert C. Cowen
Staif writer of The Christian Science Monitor

Boston
The secrecy surrounding Jamuary’s
space shuttle flight and its military pay-
load marks a turning point for the United
States manned spaceflight program.. -

From Mercury 3 in 1961 to last
month’s shuttle satellite-rescue mission,
all 46 manned flights have been open and
essentially civilian in nature. Many astro-
nauts have been, and still are, military of-
ficers. But they have been seconded to the
civilian space agency to carry out civilian
duties. Now they will do the Defense De-
partment’s {(DOD) work on some missions
— missions that defense officials say
must involve large measures of secrecy to
protect national security.

That is why defense officials were so
startled Dec. 19 when the Washington
Post, and subsequently other media, re-
ported that the crew of Mission 51-C
would launch a spy satellite and in very
general terms described its capabilities.

Other news organizations, including
the Associated Press, NBC News, and
Aviation Week & Space Technology, had
similar information. But they suppressed
it at the request of defense officials, who
argued that national security would be
compromised if it were published.

Defense  Secretary Caspar W.
Weinberger characterized the Post report

as ‘“‘the height of journalistic irresponsibil-
ity.”” Post executive editor Ben Bradlee
replied that “‘there is nothing in the article
that violates national security, and the
public is ill-served by silence.”

The virtual news blackout on
Jaunary’s flight may disappoint a public
accustomed to daily accounts of astronaut
adventures. But STS managers at the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-

tion (NASA) would like to have many
more DOD missions. This is not because
they have any passion for secrecy. It is
because they know the shuttle system
won’t be economically viable without ex-
pected DOD business. And mission se-
crecy is part of the deal.

The Defense Department has fostered
a new breed of military astronaut. Air
Force Maj. Gary Payton, who will man-
age the Mission 51-C payload, is one of 25
members of the DOD’s Manned Space
Flight Engineer Corps. They have been
recruited and trained specifically to han-
dle military payloads by taking part in
their development.” Major Payton will
work with four NASA  astronauts —
Navy Capt.- Thomas Mattingly, mission
commander; Air Force Lt. Col.. Loren
Shriver, shuttle pilot; and two mission
specialists, Air Force Maj. Ellison
Onizuka and Marine Lt. Col. James
Buchli.

What military work has been done on
past manned flights has been minor, as in
the case of the Air Forcé experiment car-
ried along on the fourth shuttle mission in
1982. On that occasion and for that experi-
ment only, astronauts had secure commu-
nication with an Air Force cont:o! .enter
in California instead of with the Mission
Control Center in Houston.

But 20 percent of the 70 or so shut:t.le
flights envisioned between now and 1990
are expected to be paid for by the Depart-
ment of Defense, Many will be laynched
from a shuttle facility under construction
at Vandenberg Air Force Base in Califor-
nia. These missions are also expected to
be carried out under the general secrecy
rules announced officially at a Washing-
ton briefing last Tuesday. Worked out be-
tween Pentagon and NASA over many
months, and already reported by .the
press, they contain nothing unexpected.
The rules are to apply uniformly to all . -
military shuttle missions even though the
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DEFENSE Continued the modern instruments of a
M national defense policy, which * for the past 40 years and for the
reliable partner. At times, France, include, of course, it§ ir!dependent first time in h}story bag not )
of ‘course, aggravates its nuclear deterrent, within the had any enemies on its immediate
American friends because it- framework of the alliance. ... - borders. )
doesn’t always adopt the same Q: So has Britain? We are not a “frontlme state.
positions on a number of foreign- A: Britain’s deterrent was devel- This is a mistaken feeling because
policy questions, but when it oped more as an offshoot of the it only takes a couple of additional
bottom lines to fundamentals on U.S. deterrent that gives some minutes for an SS-20 missile to hit
security, we are as one. opinion-molders an identity prob- a French target as opposed to a

The reason for this is that lem that we don’t have in France. German one, but it does ease the
France has, first of all, given itself Another factor is that France psychological pressure.
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